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From: Christine Vaccaro <christine.vaccaro@noaa.gov>
To: John Nagle/R1/USEPA/US@EPA
Date: 06/28/2012 11:57 AM
Subject: Mount Tom

Hi John,
I finally got through the BA and have compiled a number of questions/analysis
requests/comments that will hopefully get us on our way to official initiation of the formal
consultation for Mt. Tom.  

My requests/comments are as follows:

1) Could you provide the previous water quality monitoring results in a tabulated
form?  Any violations?  A list of violations and the corresponding exceedence
concentrations of pollutants would also be good?
-also, could you include the frequency and extent of thermal violations over the
dataset (if any)?  
-also, include an analysis of these discharges over the past 20 years and how any
long-term effects have been avoided and/or minimized........

2) Are all water quality standards met at end of pipe?  (except temperature?) 
-particularly for the non-contact cooling water (since dilution is low)--also, any
violations of WQS?
-if not at end of pipe--where are standards met? How far downstream/midstream?
 shortnose sturgeon may leave the channel to forage--so analysis should better
explain why impacts from the discharge will be avoided if fish are in the vicinity.

3) In the past 20 years (since 1992 permit) have there been improvements to the BAT
that is used to reduce pollution?  If so, what?  If not, it seems that there should be
some requirements to reduce pollutants--yet we are basing our BiOp on the 20 year
old conditions?  Please elaborate.

4) Are there more recent thermal plume studies?  Have the extent of the plumes
changed due to any updates at the facility?  

5) The man-made wall channels heated effluent into the river for mixing--how far
does the plume extend beyond the wall before ambient temperature (or at least within
the WQS range) is reached?  Does this occur in the river where fish could have
contact with the plume, or is the WQS reached at the end of the wall before
fish/larvae, etc. could have contact with the plume? 330 feet is mentioned at one
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point, but is the wall this long? Please elaborate.

6) Is the upper range of the WQS (68-83) used as “meeting the standard”?  What is
the length of the plume before the ambient temperature is reached especially during
the spring when water temperatures will not be as high as 83 degrees and sturgeon
are much more acclimated to cooler waters as they move upstream to spawn?
 Please elaborate and provide analysis of potential thermal shock impacts. 

7) How much of the plume over 83 degrees could be exposed in the river at any
time?  (this may cause impacts to shortnose sturgeon).  The 2008 308 report from
Firstlight discusses thermal shock (referenced above).  Please provide some
additional analysis as to how impacts of thermal shock will be avoided in these
scenarios (especially in early spring)?

8) Larval exposure to the plume may be less of a concern than fish swimming upriver
to spawn in the early spring-- Please elaborate on how effects will be minimized to
potential spawners moving to the Montague site?

9) Has there been modeling on the zone of influence from the CWIS?  How far away
from the intake are larvae/fish, etc. impinged from?  You mention that the intake
structure is the first point of contact, but is there a suction field that extends further
and could pull small drifting larvae into the CWIS?  Is there a gradient in the intake
velocity?  E.g., within 10 feet the intake velocity is 1.3 fps, but within 1 foot its 2.1 fps,
etc.? Please detail further.

10) What are the concentrations of biocides/chlorine used in the CWIS as water is
brought through the system? Impinged fish may be exposed to these chemicals.
Please provide an analysis of these effects from the facility.

11) The thermal plume study of 1974 indicates that greatest impacts of the plume
have been on benthic macroinvertebrates.  These organisms provide the forage base
for sturgeon when they move out of the channels into shallower areas to feed (as
well as in the channel where foraging also occurs). Please provide an analysis on
how the effects of the plume on the forage base has been minimized?

12) Wedge-wire screens could reduce impingement/entrainment--I’m assuming that
EPA had tried to suggest this technology (as detailed in the 308 informational report
on the CWIS) to the proponent?  It should be noted that these measures may be
recommended as Conservation Recommendations in our Biological Opinion, because
this would potentially reduce impacts.

13) Please provide an analysis on the effects of the currently used electric-fish barrier
on shortnose sturgeon, since this is the currently used method to reduce impingment
at the station.

I wanted to make sure I got through the BA before sending you these
requests/questions/comments. I apologize for the length, but I attempted to
consolidate things as much as possible.



Thanks!
-Chris

Chris Vaccaro
Fisheries Biologist
Protected Resources Division
NOAA Fisheries/NERO
Gloucester, MA
Phone: 978-281-9167
Email: christine.vaccaro@noaa.gov
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